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CALIFORNIA POLYTECHNIC STATE UNIVERSITY, SAN LUIS OBISPO 
ACADEMIC SENATE MINUTES 
March 	11, 1975 
I. Chairman Joe Weatherby called the meeting at 3:15 p.m. in UU 220. 
II. The minutes of the February 11, 1975 meeting were approved as distributed. 
III. 	 All members or substitutes thereof were in attendance except for the 
following (• excused absence): 
Delaney, James Johnson, Corwin• Thomas, Guy 

Frost, Robert Jorgensen, Nancy• Thomas, John 

Gold, Marcus• Larsen, Stuart Wills, Max 

Guests and Substitutes were: 
Andrews, Dale Dunigan, Tom Tellew, F.H. 

Cook, David Gerard, Douglas Voss, Larry 

Daly, James Hill, Rey Worth, Mike 

for Hannula, Reina Landreth, James 
IV. Convocation Follow-Up 
President Kennedy met with the Senate and discussed developments since his 
January 21, 1975, Convocation concerning capital outlay projects and student 
enrollment projections. He divided his initial remarks into two categories 
based upon a review of questions from the floor. The subjects covered are 
listed in the paragraphs that follow: 
INITIAL REMARKS 
A. Faculty Promotions in the CSUC System an~ Possible Consequences at Cal Poly 
The present FY 1975-76 budget projected by Gov. Brown will support 310 promotions 
within the CSUC system. This compares with 1184 that were proposed in the Trustees 
budget for FY 75-76. The Cal Poly allocation would have been 110 promotions had 
the Trustees recommendation been adopted. The Governor has expressed his desire 
to place CSUC faculty in a billet system and that promotions through the academic 
ranks would be limited to billet allocations at pegged levels within the system. 
There has been no definitive language available to describe the specifics of what 
the Governor has in mind regarding the numerical distribution of billets in the 
CSUC system or at particular campuses; however, if we assume that the Governor's 
first move towards this goal can be associated with the 310 promotion ceiling in 
FY 75-76 and that the allocation of promotion positions would be in proportion 
to that proposed by the Trustees, then Cal Poly's share will probably fall between 
20 to 30. It is interesting to note that the Legislative Analyst recommendation to 
restore most of the promotions recommended in the Trustees Budget but that the 
Governor accepted all of the Legislative Analyst's budget cuts and none of his 
recommendations for budget additions. The Cal Poly promotion pattern in FY 74-75 
finally allowed 88 promotions after additional funding was obtained from the 
Chancellor's Office. Because we understand that more promotions were funded at 
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CPSU than at other campuses last year, our allocation may be limited to the low 
side of the 20 to 30 spread available under the current FY 75-76 projections. It 
is highly probable that promotions will reflect the latest political developments 
on this issue in Sacramento. In any event, Schools and Departments should take the 
greatest care in listing candidates for promotions in priority order. 
B. Capital Outlay and Cal Poly Student Enrollment 
Our present position regarding enrollment planning is giv en in the February 27, 
1975 letter from the Executive Vice Chancellor (Code IR 75-08) regarding FTE allo­
cations 1975-85 (Attachment A). This documents the present enrollment planning 
figures for the CSUC system. Concurrent with the holding of enrollment at 13,800 
FTE for Cal Poly for the period of 75-76 through 77-78, the Chancellor has stated 
that the holding of enrollment at 13,800 FTE will not negatively influence the 
priori ties for capital outla.y projects at this campus. We have made another design 
review of the life science building and will present the project at the March 26th 
meeting of the Trustees. For Fall quarter 1975, 15 temporary trailers will be loca­
ted at various sites on campus to handle the assignment of faculty office space. 
Details of this plan were covered in the latest copy of Cal Poly Report (March 10). 
C. Questions from the Floor 
1. "What are the views of the President regarding ranking for promotion of eligibles 
by lottery techniques?" The President is fundamentally against it because it precludes 
or impedes promotion of the best people. 
2. "Why was the UC system fully funded for promotions and the CSUC system penalizE 
by reduction?" This situation is rooted in the budgetary differences between the twv 
systems. The UC budget is apportioned by the legislature as a lump sum to the UC 
Trustees. The CSUC budget is apportioned on the basis of many line items, faculty 
promotions being a line item entity. This gives the Governor the opportunity to 
amend CSUC budget in detail through his power to change budget line items. The UC 
budgetary process precludes such detailed gubernatorial review under Title 9 of the 
State Constitution. 
3. "What about the resolution of the California State Senate regarding merit promo­
tions?" This resolution was not accompanied by any mechanism to assure CSUC system 
promotion funding. In this regard the UC system has other funds apart from State 
appropriated sources to assure a faculty promotion program. 
4. "Is there budget flexibility to allow shifting of equipment funds to payroll, 
and thereby handle promotions as a local policy?" In general the President has the 
flexibility to transfer funds from unfilled positions and to use them for operating 
expense and equipment purchases or vice versa. However this is not true in terms of 
promotion .funds for personnel. The presidents have not been delegated the authority 
to augment such designated funds by means of transfers. I believe this is because the 
promotion of faculty implies a long-range escalation in pay, and you can't lock into 
a system long-range obligation in this fashion. We have to stick to the budget rules 
on this issue as included in Executive Order 162. 
5. "Senator Alquist's SB 366 puts deleted money back into the budget for promotions 
of faculty; should the faculty endor.we this bill?" The •Voice of the people' is 
always powerful in politics and not only the faculty, but the parents of the studer"-~ 
might express the desire of the electorate for this restoration by the State Legislature. 
The voice of the faculty in support of the life sciences and faculty office buildings, 
the restoration of the International Program and on the inherent faculty ownership 
.• 
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of Copyright has been important in making Cal Poly views known to the Chancellor's 
Office and the Trustees on these issues. 
6. "We are consistently under the CSUC system average student cost/FrE year. In 
view of the heavy laboratory nature of much of our educational effort here, what 
is being done to increase our average student cost/FTE year?" We have been in the 
lOth to 12th place of the 19 campuses in the CSUC system since 1969. This has been 
consistent with our faculty/staffing formulas that were developed in the decade of 
the 60's as modified by the budgetary squeezes emanating from the Chancellor's Office 
through formula apportionments. We are trying to recapture and improve our relative 
position from a present 18.3 back towards our 1969 FTE student/faculty ratio of 16.5. 
We have had several members of our administration and faculty on the Chancellor's 
ad hoc "Technical Advisory Committee on Faculty Staffing" that has been studying 
the problem. The draft report of this Committee is currently under review in the 
Chancellor's Office. If ultimately funded, its impact on Cal Poly would be to increase 
local faculty overall by about 8% based on FTE student/faculty ratios. If we are 
able to adopt the recommendations in this report, the return to a 12-unit load would 
be assured. No estimates were given on the chances of this report being adopted and 
implemented. 
7. "What is the present Cal Poly Staffing formula base and how is this apportioned 
to the Schools?" In general we use the past year's performance as a statistical base 
and project on the same or very close to the same student FTE/faculty ratios. We 
also take into account general parameters such as mode of instruction (lab, lecture, 
activity, mix). and comparisons of other schools in the CSUC system. 
8. ''Why is there no upper limit on REGIS taxonomy ratios?" This is a very compli­
cated matter, and the comparisons of the CSUC factors to other state systems has been 
discouraged by the Chancellor's Office. The difficulties with "REGIS Taxonomy" ana­
lysis are rooted in the definitions of similar activities. Any application of these 
analyses depends upon modeling them for the local Cal Poly situation and then making 
comparisons to what we now have. As a matter of operational faculty allocations at 
the present time, we are essentially going on past student FTE/faculty ratio exper­
ience in the various departments on campus. The current faculty allocations are made 
on the statistical analysis emanating from the office of the Associate Dean, Curricu­
lum and Instruction after student enrollment projections are made by the Office of 
the Director of Institutional Research. These enrollment projections are reviewed 
by the Academic Vice President and approved by the President for each academic year. 
9. "Apparently the Governor and his advisors are strongly in favor of the billet 
system. What are the plans of the CSUC system at the Chancellor's level on this issue 
and what is being done to head this development off?" The Chancellor's Office is 
studying this and nothing definitive has yet developed at this level. 
10. "The CSUC system has reached a leveling off of student population, but not a 
steady state in curriculum takes of majors within the system, i.e., reduction in 
teachers and increase in engineers. What are we doing in the CSUC system and at 
Cal Poly in long-range planning to meet the changing faculty demands from the chang­
ing student mix?" We will never really be at a "steady state" and internal shifting 
will always be required. Hopefully we can handle this within our campus faculty 
resources rather than having faculty transfers thrust upon us from layoffs within 
the CSUC system. We need to preserve our faculty flexibility, and it is hoped that 
the participation by the Senate in studying the questions of "steady state staffing" 
will offer considerable guidance in meeting this problem. The question of CSUC 
planning in this area was not addressed. 
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V. 	 Grade Processing -Milton Drandell reported on an investigation of grade 
processing procedures which he had done at the request of the Executive 
Committee. The purpose of the investigation was to determine the problems 
that result from the late turning in of grades. The number of late grades has 
been as high as 3% or approximately 2,000 grades. Although the overwhelming 
majority of grades are turned in on time, it is this small percentage which 
results in the delay of grade processing. 
Normally, a period of three days after the last examination day is allowed 
for the turning in of grades. Grades turned in after that time are considered 
late. It then takes usually about three more days to get this remaining 3% 
in and then approximately three more days to process the entire student body 
file for a total of six days beyond the deadline. This period is often too 
short for the processing involved, especially if this is done between the 
Winter and Spring quarters when there is usually a very short break. Further­
more, the processing of the following records cannot begin until all the grades 
are in: (l) the Dean's list, (2) the Deficiency list, (3) the list of those 
eligible for student scholarships and loans, (4) the list of those eligible for 
early registration, (5) the transcripts and degree information sent to other 
schools and to employers for job interviews (6) teaching credentials, (7) making 
grades availabel at registration time, (8) the updating of student recorde files. 
Since the above extremely importat2~t student information files are delayed until 
all the grades are in, the faculty is encouraged to turn in their grades as soon 
as possible on or before the deadline. 
VI. 	 Old Business 

A and B postponed to April l, 1975 special meeting of the Academic Senate. 

VII. New Business 
A. 	 Steady State Staffing - postponed until April l, 1975 special meeting. 
B. 	 Resolution re Restoration of International Program - It was M/S/P to suspend 
the rules and consider items VI. B. &C. of the March ll Agenda. It was 
M/S/P (Andrejpi/Cirovic)(Unanimous) that the Resolution re Restoration of 
International Programs (Attachment VI-B, March ll, 1975 Agenda) be adopted 
by the Academic Senate and forwarded to the President. 
C. 	 Resolution re Restoration of Funds for New Facilities - It was M/S/P (Andreini/ 
Cirovic)(39/3/3) that the Senate adopt this resolution (Attachment VI-C, March 
ll, 1975 Agenda) and forward it to the President. 
VIII. The remainder of the March ll, 1975 Agenda was postponed to a special meeting 
of the Academic Senate on April l, 1975. The meeting was adjourned at 4:55 p.m. 
l\tta~hment A 
Final ~!location of Annual Full-Time Equivalent Students 
Reported 1973-741 Estimated 1974-751 Allocated 1975-76 to 1984-85 
Campus 
.:locadem·ic Year 
Reported 
1973-74 
Estimate 
1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 1977-78 
Allocated 
1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84 1984-85 
Bakersfield 
Chico 
Dominguez Hills 
Fresno 
Fullert:on 
Hayward 
iiur..boldt 
Long Beach 
Los Angeles 
Northridge 
Pomona 
Sacramento 
San Bernardino 
San Diego 
San Francisco 
San Jose 
San Luis Obispo 
Sonoma 
Stanislaus 
2,296 
ll, 455 
31847 
131135 
- 13,327 
81905 
6,458 
20,632 
14,993 
17,990 
8,747 
15,002 
2, 592, 
22,517 
16,228 
20,197 
12,429 
51150 
2,175 
2,280 
11,650 
4,560 
13,000 
14,100 
8,360 
6,600 
21,100 
15,000 
181100 
91100 
15,200 
2,800 
23,200 
151900 
19,450 
131 560 
5,250 
2,300 
2,400 
111900 
4,900 
131000 
14,500 
81000 
6,700 
211400 
141800 
18,100 
91~00 
15,400 
3,100 
23,200 
161500 
191100 
13,800 
51300 
2,400 
2,500 
12,100 
51300 
13,000 
141900 
71!:l00 
6,800 
21,700 
15,000 
18,100 
91600 
15,800 
31200 
231400 
16,800 
19,000 
13,800 
5,500 
21400 
21600 
12,400 
5,700 
131000 
15,400 
71700 
6,900 
22,000 
15,000 
18,100 
91800 
16,100 
3,400 
231700 
17,100 
18,900 
131800 
51600 
21400 
21700 
121700 
61100 
13,000 
15,800 
71700 
71000 
22,300 
15,000 
181100 
10,000 
16,400 
31500 
24,000 
17,400 
181800 
141200 
51700 
2,400 
21800 
131000 
6,400 
13,000 
16,200 
7,700 
7,100 
22,600 
15,000 
181100 
101200 
16,700 
3,600 
24,400 
17,700 
181800 
14,500 
5,800 
2,400 
2,900 
13,200 
6,600 
131000 
161500 
7,700 
7,200 
22,800 
15,000 
18,100 
10,400 
16,900 
3,700 
25,000 
17,900 
181800 
141800 
51900 
2,400 
3,000 
13,400 
6,800 
13' 000 
16,700 
7,700 
7. 300 
231000 
15,000 
18,100 
10,600 
17,100 
3,800 
25,000 
181100 
181800 
151000 
6,000 
2,400 
31000 
13, 500 
6,900 
131000 
16,900 
7,600 
7,400 
23,200 
14,900 
18,100 
101800 
17,aoo 
3,900 
25,000 
18,200 
18,700 
15,000 
6,100 
2,300 
2,900 
131500 
6,900 
13,000 
16,900 
7,500 
7,500 
23,200 
14,800 
18,000 
10,700 
17,200 
3,809 
251000 
18,100 
18,700 
15,000 
6,000 
21300 
2,800 
131500 
6,900 
131000 
16,900 
7,400 
7,500 
23,100 
14,700 
181000 
10,600 
17,100 
3,700 
25,000 
18,000 
18,600 
15,000 
5,900 
2,300 
Totals, Academic Year 218,075 221,510 223,900 226,700 229,600 232,800 236,000 238,800 240,800 241,800 241,000 240,000 
Summer Quarter 
Hayward 
Los Angeles 
Pomona 
San Luis Obispo 
Totals 
1,090 
3,112 
862 
1,013 
6,077 
11048 
2,783 
814 
1,072 
5, 717 
1,030 
2,700 
830 
1,170 
5,730 
1,000 
2,900 
900 
1,170 
5,970 
College Year 224,152 227,227 229,630 232,670 
International Programs 308 325 385 400 
Grand Total 224,460 2271552 230,015 2331070 
* Includes Calexico 
TCSUC - Institutional Research 
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State of California California Polytechnic State University 
San Lui• Ollilpo, California 93407 
Memorandum 
To Academic Senators Date March 6, 1975 
File No.: 
Copies : 
From 
Subject: President 1 s Meeting with the Senate 
For your information and background, President Kennedy has prepared the 
attached copy of the text of his January 21st Convocation speech for 
distribution prior to his meeting with the Senate on March ll, 1975. 
-~ - - --' .. 
State of Californio California Polytechnic State University 
San luis Obispo, California 93401 
Memorandum 
To School Deans Date March 5, 1975 

Instructional Department Heads 

File No.:Division 	Heads 
Academic 	& Staff Senate Chairmen Copies: 	 Jones, Andrews, Chandler, 
Plotkin 
From 	 Robert E. Kennedy (I 
Subject: 	 January 21 Convocation Address on Growth Alternatives 
The Chairman of the Academic Senate recently indicated that some members 
of the senate were interested in receiving a copy of my convocation address 
on growth alternatives. I am pleased to provide copies of the address with 
attachments to all interested members of the campus community. Please make 
the attached copy of these materials available to other faculty and staff 
members 	 as you see fit. 
Address by President Robert E. Kennedy 

University Convocation 

'1\lesday, January 21, 1975, 3:30 p.m. 

Ladies and gentlemen, thank you all for coming. As I said in the merrorandum yesterday, 

I regretted the necessity of calling a meeting involving so many people on such short 

notice. I felt it was justified, however, because we might be able to generate at 

this meeting a united front that could reinstate for this carrpus scree of the support 

and capital outlay funding not included in the Governor's 1975-76 Budget. 

Present with us today are representatives of the following groups: President's 

Council, Academic Senate, Staff Senate, Academic Council, Administrative Council, 

Student Personnel Council, Student Affairs Council, Student Executive Committee, 

Instructional Department Heads Council, University Campus Planning Committee. 

In addition to the membership of these groups we have the officers of the following 

cal Poly employee organizations: AAUP, ACSUP, CCUFA, CSEA, UPC, and the University Chili. 

We have the talent, the cooperative spirit, the energy--and certainly the need to put 

it all together and make this campus the exception to Governor Brown's initial 

decision that no new major construction be undertaken in the coming year by any State 

agency. The Governor told the UC Regents last week that if UC needs rrore rroney it 

is going to have to make a "prudent and painstaking case for it." 

THAT'S THE GOOD NEWS. It means the door is open. It means Governor Brown will listen 

to reason. No other campus in our system of 19 campuses or the University of 

california's systEm of 9 campuses has rrore or better reasons. So we have our "VVOrk 

cut out for us. Get the Governor's ear and make that "prudent and painstaking case" 

for the facilities we need. 

NCW FOR SCME M)RE GOOD NEWS. One of Governor Brown's statements about not funding 

new capital outlay projects at the state college and university campuses was based 

on his belief that the campuses are not growing. The Governor left himself some room 

for special circumstances--and we are that SPECIAL CIRCUMSTANCE. 

I can hear you saying it nON, "With all that GOOD NEWS, why is Kennedy here talking 

to us, 'Why isn't he in Sacramento lobbying the pONers that be?" Good po.:j..nt. I'm 

practically enroute. There are just a few little points I would like to get cleared up. 

And to be absolutely honest with you, I'm not certain heM I'm going to get consensus 

on both the direction to go and the strategies to use. It is as though President 

Gerald Ford went before Congress and asked, "Which do you want, inflation, or recession, 

or both?" 

Which do you want, rrore students and the chance to get the facilities we need? 

Or fewer students and a chance to continue living with what we have for a long time? 

Ibn' t answer, please. The questions are not really that simple. In fact, there are many 

rrore questions than two. And it is _tX)ssible that there is more than one right answer to 

each question. Ultimately, we will be asked many tough questions as we defend our 

_tX)sition before the Olancellor' s staff, before the Trustees Cormlittee on Campus Planning, 
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Buildings and Grounds, perhaps even by representatives of the Legislative Analyst's 

office, certainly by the Department of Finance, and hopefully by a friendly 

legislative corrmittee. That' s when I need to have the confidence that I am speaking 

for the majority of our constituent groups on canpus and that contacts made with 

these same individuals or agencies by others will be in support of the same basic 

goals. 

I really need to share with all of you a considerable arrount of factual infonnation 
about the content of the Governor's 1975-76 Support and Capital OUtlay Budget, about 
our awn five-year major capital outlay program and its priorities as compared to 
priorities of the system as a whole, about our enrollment trends and projections 
and those of other canpuses in the system. But before I do so let me attempt to 
explain the several dile.rmas which made me feel that it was i.rn;:x>rtant to address you 
people here today so that you would all have at one time the same uneasy feeling 
that I have that I don't know for certain what the absolute right answer is to the 
"growth-no growth" situation--on the campus or in the cornnunity. Here are some of 
those dilenrnas: 
1. 	 Is the ultimate target enrollment (the ceiling) of 15,000 FTE or 16,000 individual 
students too many for the environmental welfare of the neighboring oarnmunities 
of San Luis Obispo, MJrro Bay, Pisrro Beach, etc.? 
2. 	 Will the private investors and contractors find it economically feasible 
(profitable) to build rrore student housing, with inflated costs and high 
interest rates continuing? If they build,will it be ahead of our growth? 
3. 	 If we are going to reach a planned steady-state situation at 15,000 FTE in 1979-80, 
wouldn't all the advantages and disadvantages of such a no-growth plateau be 
equally possible at 13,500 annual average FTE (our estimated 1974-75 current budget 
figure)? 
4. 	 Will the present national and state economic situation be prolonged and further· 
delay the state financing of essential facilities and equipment we need to accommodate 
the students we now have without even considering the burden we place upon 
ourselves by permitting further enrollment increases? 
5. 	 If we hold enrollment at the present figure, will that be interpreted by the 
Trustees, Legislature, Governor, et al, as absolute evidence that there is no 
growth justification for additional facilities or will they listen to an argument 
based upon the number of applicants we turn down each year? 
6. 	 If we start turning down thousands of applicants each year, will that fact become 
the basis for high school and community college teachers and counselors advising 
potential students not to waste their tirre trying to get into Cal Poly? If that 
were to happen, how long would it take before the trend results in an absolute 
decline? 
7. 	 Or would the phenomenon of our turning away applicants in large numbers while 
other campuses are suffering steady-state or decline result in increased 
" 	 3. 

popularity? It seems to have w::>rked that way in the School of Architecture and 
Envirorrrnental Design. But if that were not such a high cost program and if the 
Trustees were willing to approve rrore canpeting programs, what would be the result? 
8. 	 If we were to hold enrollment at the present level and give priority to applicants 

as presently required by Trustee regulations, wouldn't rrost or all of our new 

students be community college transfers witq no freshman classes required? Would 

this create curriculum problems? Would it create residence hall vacancy problems 

as it did when we held enrollment at approximately 12,000 individuals in 1971-72 

and 1972-73? 

9. 	 If we bring in temporary trailer units as office space for faculty who must rrove 

out of Tenaya to make roan for students, will that increase or decrease the 

argument to build immediately a permanent faculty office building? . . and finally 

10. 	 Should we fight to get what we think is right for Cal Poly's long-range welfare? 
If the answer is "yes," are we positive we know what constitutes the right series 
of interim steps to reach the long-range goal? 
Those are some of the dilemmas--not an all-inclusive list, just the ones that kept me 
awake last night. 
I'm certain that some of you in the audience are positive that you knav the proper 
decision which should be made, and you may 'NOnder why I find it hard to see such a 
simple solution. One of the furrlamentals, of course, in rrost formulas for management 
decisions is the acquisition of maximum knavledge and the develo:prent of alternative 
solutions v.hich can be evaluated against one another in an effort to maximize the 
advantages. In this case, I'm trying to maximize the advantages for all constituent 
groups, even the potential students of the future who are not here today, and their 
parents and other taxpayers, who cannot take part directly in this decision. If I were 
a student here today, I'm certain that I would opt for a ceiling on enrollment right 
behind me when I entered and held at that figure until I graduated--unless, of course, 
I had a boyfriend or girlfriend or younger brother or sister just a year or two behind 
me in school. But the average student here today could not be held at fault if he preferred 
to have smaller classes, less traffic, rrore parking spaces, better housing, and professors 
who had time for individual students. On the other hand, if we had continuoo to hold 
enrollment at the 12,000 individuals figure on the basis of lack of facilities, which 
we might have justified, it is possible that quite a few of our SAC and SEC mEmbers here 
tod~ would not be here today. Where do we draw the line? Let's see where the Governor 
drew the line on the 1975-76 Capital Outlay Budget. 
'Ihe Trustees presented a capital outlay budget package for our 19 campuses in the amount 
of $75,800,000. n1e Governor trimmed it to $15,800,000. The deletion of $60,000,000 
cut out all but the following categories, which are in systemwide priority order: 
I. 	 Funds to correct structural deficiencies - $4,500,000 
II. 	 Funds for planning - $290,000 
.. 
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III. Funds to rrake existing and funded buildings operable - $4,371,000 
IV. Funds to fully utilize the existing campus- $6,677,000 
V. 	 Funds to provide critical land acquisition and complete master planned 

campus - No appropriation 

VI. Funds to provide for a balanced campus - No appropriation 
VII. Funds to provide facilities for enrollment needs - No appropriation 
VIII. Funds to eliminate existing support deficiencies - No appropriation 
IX. Funds to provide a complete campus - No appropriation 
In the first category, cal Poly received $762,000 for rehabilitation of Crandall Gym 
and 	Natatorium. 'Ihe original estimate for this work, approved by the Chancellor's 
staff and the Trustees, at $425,000 was increased by the Depart:rrent of Finance on the 
basis of a visit to the campus and an inspection of that facility. What we need is 
rrore on-site inspections by the Governor and his staff. We are "INOrking on that! 
Our 	Life Science building, for which schematic drawings have been completed, was 
budgeted by the Trus.tees as the first priority in the system under the category of 
facilities for enrollment needs. The budget requested $6,251,000 for construction. 
'Ihis project is one that we believe will have the Chancellor's support and that of 
the 	Trustees in an appeal to the Governor's staff for a new start that is justified 
on the basis of enrollment grCMth. 
As we attempt to make the "prudent and painstaking case" Governor Brawn expects for 
any 	additions to his budget, let rre share with you the kind of factual information 
Mr. 	Dunigan has provided to support the Life Science building in particular and our 
general need also. 
QUYI'E FRCM A'ITACHMENT 1 - 1-16-75 meno on Classroom and 
Lab Utilization 
Also in the Trustees 1975-76 capital outlay request as priorities 58 and 60 behind 
the 	Life Science building, (50) , were working drawings for the Faculty Office building, 
and 	preliminary plans and "INOrking drawings for Engineering South. OUr new Library, 
Which is estimated to cost $11,350,000 with an additional $1,200,000 in equipment to 
be purchased over a three-year span, 1977-1980, did not make the Trustees priority 
list for the 1975-76 budget request--primarily because it is too large a project 
cost-wise. But it won't get smaller and it is not likely to do anything but increase 
in cost as construction is delayed--our experience with the new Architecture building 
is proof of that. 'Ihe lo.v bid for that building was 10% above the estimated cost so 
it had to go back to the architect who was ordered to take nearly $500,000 out of an 
already austere building. It went out to bid again and although the winning bid was 
nearly as high as the earlier rejected lo.v bid, it was accepted by the Trustees and 
construction is urrler way. 
5. 

We are going to v-JOrk hard to get Department of Finance and the Governor's approval 

on adding the Life Science building back into the budget and also enough m::mey for 

the working drawings for the Faculty Office building. Even if we are lucky enough to 

get the working drawing money for this project, it will be necessary to get construction 

funds at a minimum of $1,250,000 for construction during 1976-77. This building is 

to be designed for 150 faculty rrembers and will be built near the .English wil'B of the 

Ag building. 

I believe Mr. Gerard recently presented the proposed physical master plan update to aJmost 
every consultative group here today so I '11 not go into any more details on our proposed 
five-year major capital outlay program including the site location of all proposed 
buildings. It is sufficient to say, I believe, that until we get all of the more 
than $47,000,000 in physical facilities which are listed in that program and sited in 
the master plan update which is to go before the Trustees Conmittee on Buildings and 
Grounds on February 26, I will not consider this campus adequately built to accommodate 
15,000 FTE. I'm not sure haw confident we should be about completing by 1979-80 the 
total building program we have declared essential to our effective operation. Governor 
Brown's message to the Trustees with our budget was that he v-JOuld support legislation 
in 1975 to place before the electorate in June 1976 a bond issue to provide funding for 
higher education capital expenditures over the next four years. Selling a bond issue 
to the taxpayers will be a miracle in a pericxi when the general econc:rny is in a slump 
and unemployment is high and building costs remain unrealistic. Add to that the general 
information most readers of the nation's newspapers have received in the last year 
that our colleges and universities are losing enrollment. Passing a bond issue to 
provide for enrollment growth for one or two campuses may be a challenge we will have 
to accept, with sene help fran San Diego, Fullerton, and Davis--the only campuses in 
the two State systems which sho.v any recent track record on growth and any potential 
for the imnediate future. 
'Ihat leads me to the Support Budget which is based, as you all know, primarily on 
formulas all driven by the factor of FI'E. The Governor's Budget reduced the Trustees ' 
amended request for support items by $21,000,000 and the Salary and Fringe Benefits 
budget by $13,000,000. The Trustees' budget had requested funds for 1184 proposed 
faculty promotions and the Governor's budget reduced that number to 310--and as a 
result all prarotion funds have been deleted fran campus schedules and are currently 
reflected in systemwide provisions pending distribution. I would anticipate that we 
could and should mount a systemwide campaign backed by all organizations to bring 
back sane semblance of what is really needed in this category. I certainly pledge 
my efforts in this direction, but here again we need a united front with facts to 
support a "prudent and painstaking" case for systemwide need. 'Ihe net cost per student 
estimated in the Governor's budget for 1975-76 is $2,011 for cal Poly and $2,074 for the 
systemwide average. There are eleven larger than cal Poly and seven smaller in the 
list of net cost per student at the 19 campuses. 
The initial Trustees' budget estimate of systemwide enrollment of 234,170 was reduced 
by 4, 155, dropping the total to 230, 015. Nine campuses sho.v sizeable enrollment 
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decreases, while only five ·show increases, with five holding steady at no growth or 

loss. Those showing increases in 1975-76 are cal Poly SLO, San Diego, Fullerton, 

D::minguez Hills, and San Bernardino. The cal Poly total support budget will be 

$30,108,928, from general fund monies. Our request for $45,000 for funding for 

rental of faculty offices was one of the few program rraintenance proPJsals which 

sw:vived the Deparbnent of Finance cuts, but it is held for systerrwide allocation. 

We requested this arrount so that if the decision is to be rrade to rent teuporary 

office space for faculty the funds \'.Duld be available. It was cut out of the budget 

at the Chancellor's staff level on the basis that it violated a Trustee PJlicy 

that rental of temporary space is a low-level priority and should not be resorted 

to until all other alternatives have been explored and found -unsatisfactory. We 

successfully argued to put the item back in the budget on the basis that if the money 

-weren't available subsequent argument for terrporary facilities \\Duld be moot without 
funds to implement. The money is available, now we can explore those alternatives. 
We are currently providing office space for 168 faculty, deparbnent head, and clerical 

supPJrt personnel in Tenaya Hall, one of the red brick residence halls operated under 

the system's D:mnitory Revenue Fund. 

In a letter dated March 29, 1972, the Chancellor's Office authorized the university to 
lease that residence hall from the J:X:>rmitory Revenue Fund for a period "of about ~ 
and PJSsibly three years. " The university was able to pennit the use of this on-campus 
hall for other than residence purPJses because for the fall quarter, 1971, the campus 
experienced its first year of less than full occupancy since the inception of the reside-·--=:! 
hall program at San Luis ObisPJ. The decrease in demand anticipated to be continued f01. 
the 1972-73 year, coupled with the availability of an additional 588-bed space hall 
scheduled for availability fall quarter, 1973, indicated that the university could 
continue to retain Tenaya Hall for faculty office use at least through the 1972, 1973, 
and 1974 academic years. It was understood by parties to this agreement that Tenaya Hall 
\\Duld be continued in use for nonresidence hall purPJses only until such time as the 
demmd for on-campus residence \'.Duld indicate the need to have it returned to the 
residence hall inventory. 
The applications for admission and the subsequent enrollment for fall quarter, 1974, 
exceeded the university's estirrates by SOI1'e 500 individuals. This increase was the 
result of a change in historical trends in both show rate for new students and returning 
rate for continuing students. 'Ihe over-enroll.ment for fall quarter, 1974, coupled 
with what appears to be a trend for students to return to campus living quarters, filled 
all available on-campus space and required the university to reject in excess of 300 
applications for on-campus living. It is expected that a similar derrand will be in 
effect for fall quarter, 1975, and subsequent years. ·· 
Because of the above-referenced agreements and the obligation that the university feels 
to its students and the community of San Luis ObisPJ, it is imperative that this residence 
hall be returned for residence hall purposes for fall quarter, 1975. 
Alternate office space must be found for not only these faculty and staff members, but 
for the additional faculty and staff anticipated to be hired for the fall quarter 1975. 
A combination of existing and anticipated new faculty and sup{X)rt PJsitions generates 
a net need of same 210 and 220 office spaces. 
II 7. 
Exploration of Alternatives: 
In accordance with the Trustee policy on temporary facilities approved on July 11, 1972, 
and 	the Trustee procedure adopted on November 21, 1972, the following priorities for 
consideration of additional temporary facilities has been made. 
1. 	 Pe:rnanent conversion of existing space consistent with the master-planned developnent 
of the campus 
The campus has no existing space that is not being extensively utilized for 
approved functions that can be converted to satisfy a portion of the faculty 
office shortage. The degree of utilization for instructional space is pointed 
out in Chart II of the Statistical Summaries contained in the Capital Outlay 
Program document, 1975-76, dated September, 1974. 
ATI'ACHMENT 2 - quote from chart 
2. 	 Temporary use of existing space 
There are two areas that the university proposes to modify to provide temporary 
faculty office capacity for a portion of the total deficit. 
For a number of years, the campus has utilized three cottages originally constructed 
in 1908 for employee housing. These cottages have been master-planned for 
demolition under a parking expansion program, but because of the critical need for 
additional temporary office space, the university has requested that the parking 
program be deferred until the faculty office shortage problem can be resolved. 
The Employees currently occupying these buildings will be vacating them on or 
before June 30, 1975, and the rmits will be remxleled slightly to pennit their 
use as temporary faculty office spaces. It is estimated that same twelve faculty 
and support staff personnel can be housed in each building for a total of 36 
(27 	faculty and 9 department head and clerical). 
The other temporary space that can be made available for faculty and support staff 
offices is an area that has been used by a federally supported high school 
equivalency program for the past three years. Even though the rmiversity recognizes 
its social responsibilities to support a program such as this, it has been forced 
to notify the federal Department of Lab:Jr that with the COil"pletion of this current 
academic year the migrant farm 'v'X)rker educational program must be tenninated on 
this campus. The space so vacated can be modified to temporarily house up to 25 
faculty and support staff (18 faculty and 7 department head and clerical). 
There is no other space on the campus that can be modified, even temporarily, to 
provide additional office capacity. 
3. Transfer of trailers purchased or under lease-purchase to campuses with shortages 
An analysis of the magnitude of the deficiency considering the temporary use of 
space as indicated above, indicates that some 25 relocatable trailers providing a 
total capacity of 150 faculty and support staff would resolve the faculty office 
shortage problem for the 1975-76 academic year. The university has recoiiiTended that 
the relocation of 25 units eurrently under lease-purchase by the system is the best 
solution to the problem. The rmiversity has identified a number of sites on the 
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cat.~pus master plan on Which the relocatable units could be placed. The sites have been 
identified considering the deficiencies by discipline and the desirability of 

concentrating faculty in similar disciplines within the same general area. 

Inasmuch as the trailers are electrically heated and contain no restroom facilities, 

siting also has taken into consideration available electrical energy sources and 

restroom facilities in adjacent permanent buildings which can be utilized. 

4. Off-campus facilities 
The university staff has advised the Chancellor's office that there are no appropriate 
off-campus facilities available for temporary lease that would provide either the 
necessary capacity or would be sufficiently close to the campus to provide for an 
instructionally viable solution. The university currently has under lease a 
portion of a private residence hall adjacent to the campus for architecture 
instruction, and nine additional temporary offices for faculty, approved as an 
exsnption from the temporary space rroratorit.ml by the Board of Trustees at the 
meeting of July 9-10, 1974. Even though it might be possible to secure additional 
space in that or similar facilities, to do so would further reduce the housing 
inventory available to students wishing to live either on the campus or within the 
City of San Luis Obispo. 
We must pause here to add same additional information about the availability of trailers 

owned by the systsn which could be transferred. Specifically, Hayward has 23, 10 x 48 

foot trailers on the campus with a capacity of six offices. Ten of the trailers are 

owned outright by the systsn, and 13 are under lease purchase at $1,178 per rronth (for 

all 13) until September 1, 1977, at which time they can be purchased for $1 each. 

Mr. Gerard and Mr. Brilliant, campus planner at the Chancellor's office, developed together 
some general assl.lf!Ptions based on input from campus personnel, and used these to provide 
seven alternative solutions to the problem of providing offices for faculty and support 
clerical personnel. The first four alternatives were premised on continuing enroll.rrent 
growth through 1979-80 as is projected in the Trustee approved allocation of FTE through 
the year 1983-84 as follows: 13,500, 13,800, 14,100, 14,400, 14,700, 15,000 (in 1979-80) 
and 15,000 steady. 
The last three were premised on limiting enrollment growth to 13,500 FTE through the 
year 1977-78, increasing to 14,100 FTE in 1978-79, and 14,400 FTE in 1979-80. All seven 
alternatives require same trailers to be relocated here sometime during the next five­
year period; the least number being seven and the largest 27. It .was a well worked out 
scheme of alternatives including factors of cost. The academic vice president and the 
seven instructional deans reviewed the seven alternatives and gave as their preference 
Alternative 3, which I will describe without giving all the detail: 
Attachment 3 (read from chart) 
It appears that the Chancellor's staff is ready to reccmuend Alternative 3 also--with 
one exception. They do not believe that Hayward is willing to part with rrore than 15 
of the trailers nON, and there are no others available in the system at this rroment, 
we are told. Since this would rrake us short about 30 offices, we were asked if we would 
be willing to office that many in Chase Hall on College Avenue. At this point it became 
clear in the negotiations that one of the alternatives that had to be explored was the 
inmediate use of all three of the College Avenue donns: Heron, Jespersen, and Chase, 
each capable of providing 30 to 35 office spaces. I have been asked to put my response 
,, 
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to questions regarding the possible use of the three College Avenue donns in a fonn 

that could be sent directly to one of the Trustees on the Campus Planning, Buildings 

and Grounds Conunittee who is very much opposed to the use of any temporary facilities, 

especially trailers. With your patience, pennit me nCM to read that response, which 

has 	not yet been sent: 
l. 	 Why doesn't the administration accept the concept that the need for faculty office 

space could be solved, at least for the fall quarter, 1975, by utilizing all the 

rooms in Heron, Jespersen, and Chase dormitories, a total of 105 potential faculty 

offices? 

Answer: 	 It v.ould create an additional problem in the housing of students, since 
121 students are now residing in those three halls. The reason we are 
proposing to nove faculty out of Tenaya residence hall, which now 
accommodates 168 faculty and appropriate support staff, is because 
San Luis Obispo, both the city and other comm.mities within comnuting 
distance, could not adequately accol1lt'Cldate the rrore than 14,500 individual 
students who enrolled in the fall quarter, 1974. We had .sorre 300 rrore 
applications for on-campus housing than we could handle last September. 
2. 	 If you need Heron, Jespersen and Chase halls for student housing, why do you propose 
to convert these facilities over to offices for administrative functions? Won't you 
displace students in this manner also? 
Answer: 	 We v.ould not attenpt to convert these three dormitory buildings over to any 
other use than housing students until there was solid evidence that the 
investors and builders in the corrmunity had responded to our continuing 
effort to get them to build rrore privately financed student housing. 
3. 	 Haw soon do you anticipate that the housing shortage for students v.ould be eased 
and these three donns could then be reassigned for other use--either faculty offices 
or administrative offices? 
Answer: 	 We are v.orking very closely with people in the City and County of 
San Luis Obispo trying to encourage such construction, but the current 
economic conditions create additional concerns for potential investors 
and make a specific answer as to "when" impossible. It may be two or three 
years before sufficient new building starts will make it feasible to convert 
Heron, Jespersen, and Chase over to anything but student housing. 
4. 	 Isn't. it true that you are currently using Heron, Jespersen, and Chase dorms to 
house athletes? 
Answer: 	 Yes, that is correct. However, athletes at cal Poly are students and if 
they were not housed where they are now they v.ould have to be housed either 
in same of the Bond Act residence halls or off campus. The scholarship 
housing arrangement, which also includes other student leaders not just 
student athletes, is operated on a cooperative basis with the Foundation 
and the ASI, with additional financial assistance from the Mustang Boosters 
Chill. When the housing situation for students in the area is less tight 
than it nCM is, we v.ould anticipate that there would be sufficient 
scholarship rronies available to enable the same number of student leaders 
and student athletes to be accommodated in other housing facilities. 
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5. 	 How can you continue to use these facilities (Heron, Jespersen, and Chase) for 

dormitories when the July-october, 1972 examination of these pre-Field Act buildings 

by the State Office of Architecture and Construction recommended structural 

rehabilitation to confom to unifom building code, current edition, standards? 

Answer: 	 Actually, OAC advised that it was Trustee policy to have these renovations 
underway prior to the Summer of 1976. Therefore, the university requested 
funds as part of the 1975-76 capital outlay program, submitted April, 1974, 
as priority No. 2 in the arrount of $930,000. Since the Chancellor's office 
did not support the request for structural rehabilitation funds, we must 
assume that it is Trustee policy to continue to accept the liability until 
such tilre as funds are forthcoming for the required structural rehabilitation. 
It ~uld not, in the opinion of university representatives, alter that 
liability to replace students with faculty members prior to structural 
rehabilitation. 
6. 	 Don't you think that it ~uld be an appropriate long-range solution to part of the 

cal Poly faculty office deficit problem to plan to convert these three halls to 

faculty offices when they are not needed for student housing and after appropriate 

structural rehabilitation has been accomplished? 

Answer: These three buildings will not accommodate enough faculty offices to justify 
considering such utilization as a long-range solution. There would still 
have to be built a faculty office building, and an addition to the present 
Administration building, which is 20,000 square feet short of the assignab.' 
space for administrative functions to which the university would be entitl~ 
when it reaches 15, 000 FTE. Since we have already reached 13, 500 annual 
average FTE, it is obvious that we will reach the projected ceiling enrollment 
and will need the additional administrative space. It is the carefully 
considered opinion of the campus Planning Committee and other campus 
consultative groups that Cal Poly, San Luis Obispo, should give 
highest priority to well-located, properly designed office space for our 
faculty and handle the needed expansion for administrative functions in a 
manner that will save the taxpayers money and provide the kind of innovative, 
integrated, coordinated Career Center approach to the functions of counseling 
guidance, and placement, now occupying considerable space in the Administration 
building. By rerrodeling Heron and Jespersen doms, adding a new central 
portion built with private funds, we can make a great jump forward in 
providing a really well-coordinated Career Center, at minimum cost, eliminating 
the necessity to build an annex on the present Administration building, a 
concept which was a part of the master plan prior to 1967. 
You have heard the problem, I've outlined same alternative solutions, and you are aware 
that the major issue at the moment is how do we provide faculty offices to accommodate 
the 168 who must vacate Tenaya and the additional number that ~uld be added to accammodate 
enrollment growth in the next five years. What would it accomplish if we decided to hold 
enrollment at the present level for several years? We would still have to vacate Tenaya . 
provide 15 trailers for next fall, but no more trailers after that year. 
The current administrative proposal is not to limit enrollment but accept the 13,800 FTE 
figure for which we are budgeted, obtain 15 trailers from Hayward, five more from wherever 
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(including fX.lSSibly purchasing new or leasing if we can obtain Trustee exception to their 

{X)licy on new acquisitions), adding four trailers frcrn SonoiTB. in 1976-77, three rrore 

trailers from Sonana in 1977-78, utilizing a total of 27 trailers ITB.Xirm.nn for three years 

with elimination of need for trailers starting in 1978-79 when the Life Science building 

is ready for occupancy with 41 faculty officed in that building, and eliminating the need 

for the rest of the trailers in 1979-80 when the Faculty Office building provides offices 

for 150 faculty rrembers. Is there any way whatever to avoid bringing any trailers on the 

campus? Perhaps. We could attempt to get permission immediately to hold enrollment at 

the present level and permission also to continue to lease Tenaya residence hall. It 

would take Trustee action and federal government concurrence to continue using Tenaya for 

purposes other than it was built for under federal government contractual arrangements. 

That would mean we do not lessen the housing problem for students. 

During the several years until we get the Life Science building, the Faculty Office 
building, and other facilities, we would be holding enrollment in a steady-state situation. 
I know no one who knows what that strategy would do in terms of giving justification for 
the buildings we need to rreet our lecture and laboratory pressures. 
It also could rrean that during five additional years of keeping Tenaya unavailable the 
community would be able to provide sufficient housing so that when Tenaya came back on 
line as a student housing facility there would be no demand. We would then have a vacancy 
problem that would eventually raise the rent for all students living in bond act residence 
halls throughout the system. 
The question that rerrains in everyone's mind, I'm sure, is, "How can the group I represent 
react in a meaningful way within the time constraints given?" There are also likely to 
be some who ask a second obvious question, "Why didn't the President give us all this 
inforiTB.tion three rronths ago when it becarre obvious that it might not be {X)Ssible to 
continue to use Tenaya residence hall for anything except student housing starting in 
the Fall, 1975?" The answer to the last question first. The issue was taken up in a 
half-dozen of our consultative groups, starting with the Campus Planning Conmittee, the 
Academic Council, the Student Personnel Council, the Administrative Council, and the 
President's Council. On each of these bodies we have representatives of the Academic 
Senate, Staff Senate and student body. Agendas and minutes carried notice of the issues 
and discussions were intended to alert everyone through our overlapping group participation 
linking-pins that such a problem was being considered. 
S<:ne of the people here today, when contacted earlier about the timing of this meeting, 
indicated that they thought that a large percentage of the group who would be present 
were aware of the impending decision and that it would be a surprise to only a few. Why 
then, do I consult at this time? Because whatever decision I must finally make should 
be as widely understood as possible in terms of total implications--implications that I 
did not believe had yet been placed into a perspective related to the absolutely new facts 
about the Governor's capital outlay budget and our need to provide special justification 
in an attempt to get new buildings as exceptions to what I hope is only an interim policy. 
How can your group react now sufficiently before the February 26 Trustees Campus Planning, 
Building and Grounds Committee meeting to meet the agenda deadline? 
By reacting to the 3 basic alternatives which would provide policy guidance: 
l. Hold enrollment at the current level of 13, 500 annual average FTE and attempt to 
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obtain permission to continue to use Tenaya for faculty offices until a minimum of 
two 	major new' buildings are ready for occupancy: Life Science and the Faculty 
Office buildings. 
2. 	 Hold enrollment at 13, 500 annual average FI'E for three years, release Tenaya, and 

obtain 10 trailers for use until the two new facilities are ready for occupancy, 

and continue growth at the planned rate after 1978-79. 

3. 	 By continuing to grow at the already established rate of 13,800 for 1975-76, with 

approximately 200-300 annual FTE increases until we reach 15,000 in 1979-80 and 

obtaining a minimum of 20 trailers for faculty office spaces as of Fall, 1975. 

In order to get our solution, whatever it turns out to be, on the agenda for the Trustees 
Campus Planning, Buildings and Grounds Comnittee meeting on February 26, the university 
must have its proposal canpleted, processed by the Chancellor's staff, and ready for 
duplication on or about February 1. 
If a decision to hold enrollment at the present level were to be made, a number of 
irnrrediate actions would be required. For example, during the 30-day application period 
in November, 4,956 applications were received as compared to 4,873 in 1974 and 4,611 
in 1973. Because applications in the system and at each campus can continue to be 
received and acted upoh during the period I:Bcember-August, we may already have a total 
of applications which would generate rrore students than our present annual average FTE 
of 13,500. Mr. Dunigan tells rre that we have been operating on the premise that the 
Admissions Office would issue 5, 918 space reservations for nev;r undergraduates. At an 
estimated sho.v rate of 65.7% of the space reservations, we 'WOUld have to stop space 
reservation issuance when it reaches 5, 470 in order not to generate rrore than 13,500 
FIE. \'fe have currently issued 5,165 space reservations. 
r1r. Landreth 'WOuld have to rrove quickly to notify the Chancellor' s Office that a rerun 
on our 1975-76 support budget would be necessary to eliminate 300 FIE. otherwise, we 
might be accused of having loaded our budget for the advantage we would receive if we 
were budgeted for 13,800 FTE and accepted only 13,500. 
I 'WOuld appreciate whatever counsel the various groups here today wish to provide 
back through their chairpersons to rre. In the weighing of temporary vs. long-range 
solutions to the problem of matching facilities with enrollment needs, everyone on 
this campus probably has an opinion of what is best--for that person, for a department, 
for a school, or for the university. 
I'll be in Sacramento next week at this tine, attending a Trustees meeting at which 
the Governor and Lieutenant Governor are certain to be in attendance. I shall try 
to determine the new administration's opinion on what is acceptable evidence of a 
"prudent and painstaking case11 for exception to the policy of no nev;r construction. 
With your help we may make the right decision. 
0 
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San•Luil Obispo, California 93401 
Memorandum 
President Robert E. K~nnedy 	 Date -..: January 16, 1975 
File No.: 
Copies : 	 H. Jones, Andrews, 
Gerard, Coats, Cook 
From 	 L. H. Dunigan ~ 
Subject: 	 Classroom and Lab Utilization, Cal Poly SLO vs. CSUC System 
You have information on facility utilization, I'm sure, but this memo may provide 
some assistance in our struggle to secure recognition of our critical capital 
outlay deficiencies. The first three attachments are tables from the Division 
of Institutional Research, Chancellor's Office, which show the utilization rates 
for each campus for Fall 1973 (IR 74-22 and IR 74-24). The following points 
should be emphasized. 
1. Cal 	Poly SLO had the highest utilization rate for Lecture Rooms in the 
CSUC system in fall 1973. The overall rate of weekly station hours 
was 34.7 for SLO, compared with 27.9 for the system. The Weekly Station 
Hour rate is the product of the average weekly hours scheduled per room 
and the average percent of station occupancy during those scheduled hours. 
2. 	 Since fall 1973, Cal Poly SLO has enrolled over 1,300 additional students 
in fall 1974, and is teaching 1,161 more FTE in fall 1974 than in fall 1973, 
without any additional lecture or lab facilities. 
3. 	 In fall 1973, Cal Poly SLO scheduled lecture rooms _for 45.3 hours per week 
on the average, which was higher than all other campuses but one, includ­
ing the metropolitan campuses which have large part-time student enrollments. 
For fall 1974, our local Facility Utilization Report shows lecture rooms 
scheduled for an average of 46.7 hours per week. 
4. 	 For lower division labs in fall 1973 Cal Poly SLO ranked second in overall 
rate of utiliz~tion in the CSUC system (See Attachment 2), and aga in we 
are teaching many more students in fall 1974. Average hours per week 
scheduled in lower division labs at Cal Poly in fall 1973 was 30.4, and 
our local utilization report shows this has increased to 32.8 hours per 
week for fall 1974. 
5. 	 For upper division labs in fall 1973 Cal Poly SLO ranked 9th in the system 
in overall rate of utilization. 
ATTACHMEIJT 1 

President Kennedy 	
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6. 	 Attachment 4 provides data from the Chancellor's Office on utilization 
of lower division and upper division labs in fall 1973 by discipline area, 
for Cal Poly SLO and the CSUC system. In terms of lower division lab~ 
the critical areas for Cal Poly appear to be Biological Sciences and 
Physical Sciences, as shown below: 
Average Weekly Hours Scheduled 
Cal Poly SLO CSUC System 
Biological Sciences 44.0 28 .8( 
Physical Sciences 	 36.4 24.3 
The 44 hours per week at SLO in lower Division Biological Science labs 
represent 53% more utilization than the system average. The 36.4 hours 
per week at SLO in Physical Sciences represent 50% more utilization than 
the system average. 
7. 	 Our local Facility Utilization Report for fall 1974 shows for Biological 
Science lower division labs and upper division labs combined, that average 
scheduled use is about 44 hours per week. Utilization of labs for 44 hours 
per week is equivalent to using each lab for three different classes each 
day Monday through Friday, that is, 3 hours per lab X three classes per day 
is 9 hours, and five days per week makes 45 hours. 
8. 	 Finally, Attachment 5 shows trends in utilization of classrooms and labs 
at Cal Poly and the CSUC system from fall 1970 to fall 1974. 
Attachments 
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THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES 
UTILIZATION RATES- FALL 1973 
LECTURE ROOMS 
(Monday- Saturday; 7 a.m. - 10 p.m.) 
Number Number Mean Mean WRH STN.• WSH 

of of Room Class Per X occ. = Per 

Campus Rooms Stations Size Size Room % Station 

Bakersfield 29 875 30.2 23.6 42.406 78.1 33.120 6J 
Chico 100 4,477 44.8 30.2 41.518 67.4 27.983 
Dominguez Hills 56 2,091 37.3 24.5 36.000 65.6 23.616 
Fresno 125 5,342 42.7 27.8 45.784 65.1 29.805 
Fullerton 124 5,563 44.9 29.2 44.330 65.0 28.815 
Hayward 118 5,285 44.8 29.3 34.813 65.4 22.768 
Humboldt 67 2,750 41.0 29.2 35.507 71.2 25.281 
Long Beach 176 7,512 42.7 32.4 42.593 75.8 32.286 Q) 
Los Angeles 171 7,857 45.9 29.5 35.733 64.2 22.941 
Northridge 169 7,061 41.8 29.9 41.614 71.5 29.754 
Pomona 98 4,162 42.5 31.1 35.508 73.1 25 .956 
Sacramento 140 5,934 42.4 29.1 43.085 68.6 29.557 
San Bernardino 52 1,540 29.6 21.4 24.153 72.2 17.439 
San Diego 190 8,313 43.8 33.4 41.334 76.2 31.497 @ 
San Francisco 146 6,327 43.3 28 .6 40.262 66 .0 26.573 
San Jose 192 8,312 43.3 29.9 37.842 69.0 26.111 
San Luis Obispo 103 4, 115 40 .0 30.7 45 .281 76 .7 34 .731 (Q 
Sonoma 65 1,806 27.8 27 .1 32.304 97.4 31.465 CD 
Stanislaus 37 1,480 40.0 24.1 29.648 60.2 17.848 
All Campuses 2,158 90,802 42.1 29.7 39.560 70.5 27.390 
•station Occupancy% is unweighted 
Notes: WRH is weekly room tours. WSH is weekly station hours. 
CSUC Inst itutional Research 
July 1974 (Rev. 30 ..!u!v 1S74) 
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THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES 

UTILIZATION RATES- FALL 1973 

LOWER DIVISION TEACHING LABORATORIES 

(Monday- Saturday, 7 a.m.- 10 p.m.) 
Number Number Mean Mean WRH STN.• WSH 
of of Room Class Per X occ. = Per 
Campus Rooms Stations Size Size Room % Station 
Bakersfield 11 222 20.2 17.9 26.072 88.6 23.100 
Chico 40 898 22.5 20.3 26.550 90.2 23.948 
Dominguez Hills 11 256 23.3 14.4 14.454 61.8 8.933 
Fresno 32 762 23.8 17.8 32.406 74.7 24.208 ({) 
Fullerton 29 605 20.9 19.7 19.148 94.2 18.038 
Hayward 23 497 21.6 19.1 26.187 88.4 23.149 
Humboldt 18 357 19.8 19.8 32.833 100.0 32.833 a> 
Long-Beach 59 ·1,319 22.4 21.9 25.983 97.7 25.385 Q) 
Los Angeles 62 1,423 23.0 19.5 20.125 84.7 17.047 
Northridge 40 838 21.0 20.6 23.975 98 .0 23.496 
Pomona 45 
-· 1,015 22.6 20.2 23.506 89.3 20.991 
Sacramento 42 935 22.3 21.6 23.316 96.8 22 .571 
San Bernardino 5 120 24.0 19.6 15.000 81.6 12.240 
San Diego 74 1,747 23.6 23.0 24.747 97.4 24.104 
San Francisco 26 611 23.5 20.5 20.076 87.2 17.507 
San Jose 69 1,590 23.0 22.9 24.739 99 .5 24.615 {f) 
San Lu is Obispo 80 1,776 22 .2 19.6 30.431 88.2 26 .840 'V 
Sonoma 6 138 23.0 19.0 24.833 82.6 20.517. 
Stanislaus 8 194 24.3 19.5 16.375 80.2 13.133 
All Campuses 680 15,303 22.5 20.6 24.882 91.5 22.767 
•station Occupancy% is unweighted 
CSUC- Institutional Rese<.'lrch 
July 1974 
• • • 
.. 
~· 
THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES 

UTILIZATION RATES- FALL 1973 

UPPER DIVISION TEACHING LABORATORIES 

(Monday- Saturday, 7 a.m.- 10 p.m.) 
Number Number Mean Mean WRH siN.• WSH 

of of Room Class Per X occ. = Per 

Campus Rooms Stations Size Size Room % Station 

Bakersfield 8 168 21.0 18.5 28.125 88.0 24.750 CP 
Chico 80 1,676 21.0 17.8 21.281 84.7 18.025 

Dominguez Hills 35 635 18.1 16.1 6.285 . 88.9 5.588 

Fresno 65 1,304 20.1 16.7 25.289 83.0 20.990 6) 
Fullerton 74 1,554 21.0 21.2 17.621 100.9 17.780 
Hayward 36 717 19.9 18.5 20.722 92.9 19 .251 
Humboldt 66 1,422 21.5 18.0 22.500 83.7 18.833 
Long Beach 102 2,000 19.6 20.3 23.563 103.5 24.388 @ 
Los Angeles 118 2,334 19.8 19.9 13.809 100.5 13.878 
.· 
Northridge . 85 1,717 20.2 18.8 21.429 93.0 19.929 

Pomona 67 1,492 22.3 18.9 25.400 84.7 21.514 (l) 

Sacramento 69 1,254 18.2 16.7 20.202 91.7 18.526 

San Bernardino 22 488 22.2 16.9 13.250 76.1 10.083 

San Diego 97 2,001 20.6 22.0 23.101 106.7 24 .649 Q) 

San Francisco 112 2,822 25.2 22.4 23.946 88.8 21264 @ 

San Jose 152 2,960 19.5 17.9 22.367 91.7 20.511 @ 

San luis Obispo 101 1,868 18.5 17.2 21 .594 92.9 20 .061 rJ) 

Sonoma 28 575 20.5 19.4 28.178 94.6 26 .657 CD 

Stanislaus 20 395 19.8 18.6 17.700 93.9 16.620 

All Campuses 1,337 27,382 20.5 19.1 21.102 93.1 19.647 

•station Occupancy % us unweighted 
CSUC- Institutional R~sea rch 
July 1974 
-- -
--
-
~-(f) 
LABORATORY UTILl~TION BY DISCIPLINE AREA, CAL rvLY SLO AND CSUC, 
FALL 1973 
-
Upper Div. Labs 
Discipline 
Lower Div. Labs 
Number Average Percent Number Average Perc~nt 
Categories of Weekly Station 
Rooms Hours Occuo. 
of Weekly Station 
Rooms 	 Hours Occuo. 
1. 	 Ag & Natural Resources 

SLO 
 3 19.0 71.2 
csuc 
12 32.9 89.5 
40 	 25.2 75.321 28.3 87.9 
2. 	 Arch & Env Design 

SLO 
 32 20.1 115.6 
csuc 
4 29.8 103.5 
38 	 23.4 107.510 34.4 90.6 
3. 	 Biological Science 

SLO 
 5 28.8 73.3 
csuc 
9 44~0 90.4 
204 20.8 90.2'109 28.8 92.3 
• l4. 	 Business & Mgmt 

SLO 
 2 39.5 80.3
. 
35 	 j0.7 86.7csuc 22 25.6 83.2 
5. Communications 
•2 	 35.5 95.5SLO !I -
21 	 19.9 132.3csuc 7 31.2 115.3 
6. 	 Education 

SLO I Jj 
 . 10 25.0 81.0 
csuc 
5 6.4 70.5 
143 27.4 99.534 22.8 101.2 
7. 	· Engineering 

SLO 
 38 	 19.4 83.729 26.1 80.41/ 
202 14.8 86.1csuc 69 21.9 85.3 
. 
s. 	 Fine & Applied Arts 

SL(} 
 2 29.0 85.0 
csuc 
2 40.0 93.3 
282 23.6 89.7156 24.2 93.8 
,. 	 • 9. 	 Home Economics 

SLO 
 2 25.0 88.7 
csuc 
4 32.5 86.6 
41 	 17.6 94.231 23.8 97.2 
10. 	 Physical Science 
SLO 9 	 27.0 95.08 36.4 92.8 
179 16.3 89.4176 24.3 90.1csuc 
Source: 	 IR74-29 of Sept. 13, 1974, "Class Laboratory Utilization, Fall 1973". 
1/ Journalism. 

2/ Includes Education, Child Dev, Physical Ed, Graphic Comm, & Ind Tech. 

3/ Includes Ag ~ngr, Arch Engr, & Con Engr. 

. ) 
TRENDS IN UTILIZATION OF CLASSROOMS AND LABS, CAL POLY SLO AND CSUC SYSTEM, 
FALL 1970 TO FALL 1974 
Utilization Factors 
by Type of Room 1970 1971 1972 1973 19 74 
Lecture Rooms 
1. Weekly Hours per Room 
SLO 41.3 40.3 41.2 45.3 46.7 
csuc · 39.4 37.9 38.4 39.6 
2. Percent Station Occupancy 
SLO 79.5 77.5 76.4 76.7 80.6 
csuc 72.1 72.5 70.9 70.5 
3. Weekly Hours Per Station 
SLO 32.8 31.2 31.5 34.7 37.6 
csuc 28.4 27.5 27.3 27.9 
Lower Division Labs 
1. Weekly Hours Per Room 
SLO 28.4 27.7 28.2 30.4 32.8 
csuc 24.5 24.6 24.4 24.9 
2. Percent Station Occupancy 
SLO 85.7 85.1 88.2 88.2 87.7 
csuc 88.9 91.1 91.5 91.5 
3. Weekly Hours Per Station 
SLO 24.4 23.6 24.9 26.8 28.8 
·.: csuc 21.8 22.4 22.4 22.8 
UEEer Division Labs 
1. Weekly Hours Per Room· 
SLO 23.6 22.9 20.4 21.6 20.8 
csuc 22.3 21.2 21.2 21.1 
2. Percent Station Occupancy 
SLO 87.9 86.8 89.7 92.9 91.8 
csuc 91.5 92.3 92.7 93.1 
3. Weekly Hours Per Station 
SLO 20.8 19.9 18.3 20.1 19.1 
csuc 20.4 19.6 19.6 19.6 
Sources: 	 Annual reports on "Classroom and Class Laboratory Utilization Analysis", 
Division of Institutional Research, Office of the Chancellor, from Fall 1.970 
to Fall 1973. For Fall 1974, Cal Poly "Facilities Utilization Report" 
computer printout dated January 8, 1975. 
LHD 
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UNIVERSITY /COLLEGE ANNUAL CAPACI-TY AND ALLOCATED ENROLLMENT* COMPARISONS 
CHART ll 
198~11975-76 
 1977-78 
 1978-79 
 1979-80
1976-77 

Capacity EnroUment %Campus Capacity Enrollment % Capacity Enrollment % Capacity Enrollment % Capacity Enrollment % Capacity Enrollment % 
3,859 3,780 102
Baker>fie ILl 2,908 2,766 105 
 3,859 3,504 110 
 3,1!59 3,688 105
3,630 3,043 119 
 3,859 3,3 I 9 116 

12,319 12,649 97
12,319 12,376 99
Chico 12,2 13 I I ,830 103 
 12,319 12, I 03 102
II ,997 II ,102 108 
 12, I 79 II ,466 106 

6;219 5,550 112
Domin g u~z llills 5,302 4,348 122 
 6,219 4,903 127 
 6,219 5,180 120 
 6,219 5,365 116
6 ,086 4,625 131 

13,790 12,754 108
13,790 12,663 109
Fresno 13,790 12,481 110 
 13,790 12,572 110
13,790 12,2 53 112 
 I .1,790 12,390 Ill 
IS ,Ill 15,088 100
14,619 14,522 101 
 14,865 14,805 100
l'ulkrton 14,426 14,145 102
13,917 13,391 104 
 14,260 13,768 . 104 

13,031 7,929 164
13 ,031 7,929 164 
 13,031 7,929 164
lbywar.J 13,031 7,929 164 
 13,031 7,929 164
13,031 7,929 164 

6,921 6,587 lOS6,'12 I 6,496 106
6,801 6,405 106
Hurnlwl<.ll 6,949 6,130 II J 6,80 I 6,313 108
6 ,801 6,222 109 

21,482 22,356 96
21,11!0 21,988 "96·20,91 I 21,620 97
Lon~: Beach 20,42 I 20,240 101 
 20 ,693 20 ,700 100 
 20,778 21,160 98 

17,815 14,121 126
17,815 14,121 126
18,52 7 14,121 131 
 17,815 14,12 I 126
Los Angclc:s 20,353 14,12 I 144 
 18,5 II 14,121 131 

17,349 16,689. 104
17 ,349 16,689 104 
 17,349 16,689 104
No rlhriJ gc 17,204 16,689 103
17,131 16,689 IOJ 17 , 131 16,689 103 

12,361 9,242 133
12,361 9,053 137 
 12,361 9,14 7 135
Pomona 12,332 8,770 140 
 12,332 8,864 139 
 12,332 8,959 137 

16,2 5 I 16,562 98
16 ,251 I 5,829 103 
 16,251 16,196 100
Su.cramcuto 16,2 51 15,463 105
14,820 14,7 J2 101 
 I 5,333 I 5,098 102 

3 ,355 3,456 97
3,35 5 3 ,269 103 
 J,J55 3,362 100
3,355 3,176 106
Sa n lkrnartlino 3,449 2,802 12 3 
 3,572 2,989 120 

2 2 ,6 50 22,650 100
2 I ,9H5 22,650 97
2 I ,683 22,100 98
21 '143 2 I ,733 97
San Diego 20,075 20,724 97 
 20,982 21,091 100 

16 ,663 16,65 3 100
16,51 J 16,379 101
15,815 I 6,104 98
15,815 I 5,8 30 100
16,265 15,5 55 105
16,265 I 5,098 108
S"n Fran• i,,u 
20,717 19,656 lOS20,717 19,474 106
20,677 19,110 108 
 20,717 19,292 \10720 ,508 18 ,928 108
20,150 18,746 107
San Jose 
\ 
13,929 14,220 97
1"2,919 13,9 36 93
12,570 13,65 I 92
12,340 13,367 92
11,617 13,083 89
II ,291 12,703 89
San Luis ObispoI:> 
-1 5,102 5,211 108
5,702 5,096 Ill s ,702 5,187 110
5,668 5,005 113
Sun o nu 5,627 4,823 117 
 5,627 4,914 115

-1 
I:> 
3,785 2,126 178
3,785 2,126 171l1 
 3,785 2 , 126 178
3,785 2,126 178
3,785 2,126 178 
 3,785 2,126 178
Stanblaus 
I: 
3:,.., 
:;:>' 
24 3,309 227,345 107
238,952 221,165 lOt! 240,936 224,577 107
238,214 217,659 109 "236,133 213,601 Ill233,593 20lJ,49) 112
IOlALS
-l 
-..) 
PP&D 
September 1974
•J:nrullment figures rcprcs~nt annual allucat~J enrollrnt'nl kss orhcr (earned) FTE. 
ALTERNATIVE 3 - CONTINUE ENROLLMENT GROWTH 
Actions 
1975-76 
1. Vacate Ten~a. 
I 
I ­
2. Transfer lS trailers £rom Hayward . 
..­
1976-77 
1. Occupy Engineering West. 
2. Occupy Architectural Classroom Bldg . 

. 3. Vacate Stenner Glenn. 

4. ·Demolish Arch. Labs in temporary barracks. 
5. Transfer four traile,.rs from Sonoma. 
6. Obtain construction funds for Life Science Building. 
7. Obtain PW for Faculty Office Building. 
8. Obtain PW for Engineering South. 
1977-78 

1~ Transfer three trailers from Sonoma. 

2. Obtain construction funds for Faculty Office Bldg. 
3. Obtain construction funds for Engineering South. 
4. Obtain PW for Ag. Classroom Bldg. 
5. Obtain PW for Classroom 3. 
6. Obtain PW for Remodel Library. 
1978-79 
1. Occupy Life Science Building. 
2. Obtain construction funds for Ag. Classroom Bldg. 
3. Obtain construction funds for Classroom 3. 
L\TTL\rHr1f-\IT ~ 
ALTERNATIVE 3 
Results 
Year 1975-76 Permanent Temporary Lease Total 
497• 158 209 864 

Vacate Tenaya -200 

Transfer 20 trailers 120 

-9Capacity 497 278 184 

Need 13,800 (SFR 17.54) 787 

Short ~ 

Year 1976-77 497 278 9 784 

Occupy Eng. West 3 

Occupy Arch. Clsrm. 22 

Vacate Stenner Glenn -9 

Demolish Arch. Labs -18 

Add 4 trailers 24 

Capacity 522 284 -0 806 

Need 14,100 FTE (SFT 17. 54) 805 

Surplus --r 
Year 1977-78 522 281 0 803 

Add 3 trailers 18 

Capacity 522 299 -0 821 

Need 14,400 FTE (SFR 17.54) 821 

Surplus -a 
Year 1978-79 522 299 0 821 

Occupy Life Science 41 

-0Capacity 563 
- 299 862 

0 Need 14,700 (SFR 17.54) 838 

Surplus 24 

Year 1979-80 563 299 0 862 

Occupy F.O. Bldg. 150 

Occupy Eng. So. 27 

-0Capacity 740 299 1039 

Need 15,000 (SFR 17.54) 855 

;
-
Surplus 184
~~~-
Costs 
Move 27 trailers $55,620 
_,.. 
. 
_.. . ,, 
.. 
( 4. Obtain construction funds for Remodel Library. 
5. Obtain PW for Classroom 5. 
6. Obtain PW for Engineering South II . 
.1979-80 
. 1. Occupy Faculty Office Building. 
2. Occupy Engineering South. · 
